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Hunger in America: The Rise and Evolution of America’s Public/Private
Hunger Response Network, A Philadelphia Case Study
Abstract
Since their emergence in the 1980s, food banks across the country have transformed from small, independent,
community-run operations into complex organizations that move millions of pounds of food. In its infancy,
this type of hunger response was provided on an “emergency” basis; however, as “emergency food”
increasingly became a fundamental part of people’s diets, charitable organizations partnered with large scale
government programs, food industry corporations and millions of volunteers. As the system grew, it evolved
from a network of church basements to substantial institutions that provide food choice as well as programs
intended to address poverty (a root cause of hunger) more specifically. This thesis will explore the rise and
evolution of food banks, how their development over the past 40 years has allowed them to better meet the
needs of food insecure individuals in the United States and the limitations of their current efforts.
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	 This	 thesis	on	 the	development	and	evolution	of	 food	banks	grew	out	of	my	interest	 and	 involvement	 in	 student	 efforts	 to	 address	 hunger.	 I	 first	 heard	 about	students	engaging	with	the	issue	when	I	read	about	University	of	California	Los	Angeles	undergraduates	 who	 succeeded	 in	 raising	 awareness	 about	 hunger	 and	 motivated	their	classmates	to	make	a	difference	within	the	domain	of	local	food	insecurity.	After	their	 food	 service	 provider	 rejected	 their	 proposal	 to	 allocate	 unused	 meals	 from	student	meal	plans	toward	alleviating	hunger	in	Los	Angeles	(L.A.),	these	students	set	up	a	table	outside	their	dining	hall	and	asked	peers	to	‘swipe’	for	a	meal,	take	it	to	go	and	drop	 it	on	a	collection	 table.	The	meals	were	 then	driven	 to	 inner-city	L.A.	and	distributed	to	homeless	people	on	the	streets.	Undeniable	student	interest	led	to	the	formation	of	an	official	campus	group,	which	has	continued	to	have	an	impact	in	the	L.A.	community	ever	since.		 The	following	semester,	I	took	a	class	in	which	the	professor	challenged	us	to	identify	a	national	problem	that	manifests	 itself	 in	West	Philadelphia	and	propose	a	hypothetical	solution.	To	inspire	our	thinking,	we	were	taken	on	a	bus	tour	of	West	Philadelphia,	where	I	noticed	the	lack	of	access	to	healthy	foods.	I	did	more	research	to	discover	that	the	city	of	Philadelphia	has	one	of	the	nation’s	highest	hunger	rates,	and	began	to	consider	what	a	swipe	donation	program	would	look	like	at	the	University	of	Pennsylvania.	Given	that	one	in	four	residents	of	West	Philadelphia	is	food	insecure,	and	 given	 the	University’s	 commitment	 and	 stated	mission	 to	 interact	 productively	with	 its	 larger	 community,	 another	 student	 and	 I	 reached	 out	 to	 the	 Penn	administration	to	share	our	vision	for	an	organization	that	provides	Penn	students	the	
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is	 America?	 (2008)	 published	 sharp	 critiques	 of	 the	 emergency	 food	 system.	 Both	authors	 argued	 that	 eroding	 commitment	 to	 government-sponsored	 programs,	exacerbated	 by	 economic	 crises,	 have	 resulted	 in	 a	 huge	 growth	 of	 charitable	emergency	food	organizations	in	the	United	States.	In	looking	at	the	limitations	of	both	government	 and	 charitable	 hunger	 responses	 at	 the	 turn	 of	 the	 21st	 century,	 the	authors	concluded	that	charity	is	not	a	way	to	feed	the	nation;	reforming	and	expanding	federal	 safety	 nets	 is	 the	 best	 approach	 to	 eliminating	hunger	 because	 government	programs	(like	SNAP)	stimulate	the	economy,	provide	consumer	choice	and	are	both	systematic	and	scalable.	In	evaluating	Poppendieck	and	Berg’s	concerns	alongside	the	evolution	 of	 private	 hunger	 response	 since	 the	 authors	 published	 their	 findings,	 I	contend	that	hunger	response	has	grown	into	a	coordinated	public/private	effort	that	addresses	many	of	Poppendieck	and	Berg’s	concerns.			 This	 thesis	 argues	 that	 our	 charitable	 anti-hunger	 system,	which	 distributes	federal	 commodity	 and	 surplus	 food	 (in	 addition	 to	 privately	 sourced	 food)	 to	communities	across	the	United	States,	is	both	necessary	and	worth	studying.	In	making	this	 argument,	 I	 confront	 the	 compelling	 criticisms	of	 the	 “emergency	 food	 system”	made	 by	 Poppendieck	 and	 Berg.	 These	 authors	 claim	 that	 growth	 of	 “charitable”	hunger	 response	 has	 taken	 place	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 the	 government	 safety	 net	expansion	Poppendieck	and	Berg	would	 like	 to	see.	Programs	 like	SNAP	and	school	
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meals,	 they	 argue,	 represent	 a	more	 efficient	 and	 dignified	way	 of	 addressing	 food	insecurity	 than	 the	 current	 over-reliance	 on	 charity.	 I	 argue	 here,	 however,	 that	 in	recent	 decades,	 government	 and	 charitable	 responses	 to	 hunger	 have	 grown	 and	evolved	 together	 in	 ways	 that	 address	 food	 insecurity	 more	 efficiently	 than	 either	entity	could	 independently.	Facts	and	 figures	presented	 in	 this	 thesis	 illustrate	how	necessary	each	entity	is	to	the	other.	For	example,	over	half	of	Feeding	America	(the	national	 umbrella	 organization	 of	 food	 banks	 and	 large	 provider	 of	 food	 to	 these	operations)	client	households	report	that	they	are	currently	receiving	SNAP	benefits,	and	of	 those	who	are	not,	72%	may	be	eligible.1	Moreover,	of	 those	who	do	receive	SNAP	 benefits,	most	 report	 that	 the	 benefits	 do	 not	 last	 the	 entire	month,	 causing	recipients	to	turn	to	charitable	food.	In	short,	neither	type	of	program	is	serving	most	food	insecure	individuals	adequately,	but	they	do	so	better	together	than	either	would	alone.	 In	 order	 to	 determine	 the	 extent	 to	which	 this	 co-evolution	 has	 successfully	addressed	 Poppendieck	 and	 Berg’s	 critiques	 of	 America’s	 hunger	 response,	 it	 is	important	to	first	explore	their	analysis	in	detail.		
POPPENDIECK	AND	BERG’S	CRITIQUES	OF	CHARITABLE	FOOD		




frequently	been	repeated	by	anti-hunger	advocates	 in	subsequent	decades.	Perhaps	foremost	amongst	the	critics/advocates	is	Joel	Berg,	Director	of	Hunger	Free	America	(previously	 New	 York	 City’s	 Coalition	 Against	 Hunger)	 and	 a	 former	 Clinton	administration	official	 in	 the	United	States	Department	of	Agriculture	 (USDA).	Berg	echoed	many	 of	 Poppendieck’s	 criticisms	 of	 the	 nation’s	 increasing	 reliance	 on	 its	emergency	food	system	in	his	2008	study,	All	You	Can	Eat:	How	Hungry	is	America?,	as	well	as	in	speeches,	articles	and	the	widely	screened	2012	documentary,	A	Place	at	the	
Table.				Poppendieck	and	Berg	argue	 that	 the	 increasing	 reliance	on	emergency	 food	networks	 grew	 out	 of	 the	 unfortunate	 juxtaposition	 of	 two	 phenomena:	 Reagan’s	cutbacks	 in	many	 of	 the	 nation’s	most	 critical	 “safety	 net	 programs”	 (food	 stamps,	welfare	 and	 Medicaid,	 among	 others)	 and	 a	 severe	 recession.	 	 This	 combination	suddenly	made	hunger	visible	and	urgent	in	the	early	1980s	in	a	way	it	had	not	been	since	 the	 Great	 Depression.	 As	 the	 population	 in	 need	 grew,	 growing	 numbers	 of	unemployed	and	homeless	sought	help	on	from	churches	and	charitable	institutions.	Religious	leaders	and	community	volunteers	in	religious	and	charitable	institutions	felt	they	could	not	stand	by	and	watch	people	go	hungry,	so	they	started	serving	prepared	meals	 and	 distributing	 bags	 of	 groceries.	 Over	 time,	 umbrella	 organizations	 were	established	to	coordinate	their	efforts.	Emergency	food	responses	quickly	developed	into	major	operations	feeding	millions	of	people.		Poppendieck	 and	 Berg	 were	 deeply	 alarmed	 by	 the	 ways	 in	 which	 the	emergency	food	system	represented	a	departure	from	the	New	Deal	commitment	of	government	 responding	 to	 inevitable	 economic	 downturns,	 not	 by	 making	 their	
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citizens	stand	in	bread	lines,	but	with	federally	funded	safety	net	programs.	In	their	critiques,	the	authors	share	two	main	claims:	first	that	government	could	(and	should)	address	hunger	in	the	United	States	with	efficient,	effective	programs;	second	that	food	banks	 and	 emergency	 food	 networks	 will	 inevitably	 fail	 to	 address	 this	 problem	adequately.	These	claims	are	grounded	in	the	notion	that	while	hunger	in	America	is	a	serious	problem,	 it	 is	also	one	of	 the	most	easily	solvable	social	 issues	 faced	by	our	nation	 today.	 Hunger	 in	 America	 could	 be	 ended,	 according	 to	 these	 authors,	 if	government	 made	 a	 significant	 investment	 in	 simplifying	 and	 expanding	 its	 anti-hunger	programs.			
ARGUMENT	FOR	A	GOVERNMENT	RESPONSE	


























assessing	 the	 post-recession	 dynamics	 of	 hunger	 in	 America	 along	with	 the	 social,	political	and	industry	responses,	A	Place	at	the	Table	similarly	concludes	that,	“charity	is	an	 important	provider	of	emergency	 food	assistance,	but	 it	 is	not	a	way	to	 feed	a	nation.”12		In	contrast	to	Poppendieck	and	Berg’s	argument	that	government	alone	is	the	solution	to	hunger	in	America,	I	argue	that	government	and	charitable	responses	have	 both	 evolved	 and	 improved,	 and	 that	 both	 serve	 a	 necessary	 role	 in	 today’s	coordinated	hunger	response.		
FROM	“EMERGENCY	FOOD”	TO	“COORDINATED	HUNGER	RESPONSE”	





















improving	school	meals	and	SNAP	funding.	At	the	state	level,	organizations	fight	for	expanded	 government	 programs,	 food	 allocation	 to	 high-need	 areas	 and	 a	 livable	minimum	wage.		Locally,	organizations	strive	to	engage	community	members	and	local	officials	in	the	response.	Large	operations	today	recognize	that	“to	truly	end	hunger	is	not	only	about	access	to	food:	it’s	also	about	being	part	of	a	coalition	that	addresses	needs	from	healthcare	to	workforce	development	[through	partnership,	education	and	advocacy].”21	Advocacy	targeting	poverty-related	legislation	is	less	developed	than	the	more	prevalent	 food	program	advocacy.	There	are,	 however,	 individuals	within	 the	anti-hunger	industry	who	are	committed	to	implementing	a	broader	anti-hunger	and	anti-poverty.	William	Clark,	who	served	as	the	executive	director	of	Philabundance	for	14	years,	urges	that	in	the	21st	century,	“the	small	mission	[of	food	banks]	is	to	get	food	to	people	who	are	hungry.	The	larger	mission	is	to	end	hunger,	which	becomes	a	social	issue	and	requires	a	quasi-political	movement.”22		
UPDATING	OUR	UNDERSTANDING	OF	FOOD	BANKS	IN	TODAY’S	LANDSCAPE		





policymakers	will	see	preventing	hunger	as	an	urgent	issue	for	government	to	address.	At	the	same	time,	however,	there	is	no	evidence	that	reducing	food	banking	would	lead	to	 increased	 support	 for	 anti-hunger	 government	 programs.	 In	 fact,	 decades	 of	evidence	 demonstrate	 that	 public/private	 hunger	 relief	 programs	 can	 exist	 and	progress	symbiotically	with	the	government	programs	Poppendieck	and	Berg	prefer.			 Since	 Poppendieck	 and	Berg	wrote	 their	 critiques,	we	 have	 seen	 a	 dramatic	expansion	in	SNAP	participation	as	well	as	food	bank	budgets	and	offerings.	As	both	government	and	charitable	food	programs	have	grown,	food	insecure	individuals	have	become	 increasingly	 dependent	 on	 both	 types	 of	 programs.	 Food	 banks	 have	responded	 to	 this	 dependency	 by	 adapting	 in	 directions	 that	 respond	 to	 many	 of	Poppendieck	and	Berg’s	 critiques,	 including	 increasing	 the	nutritional	value	of	 food	offered,	 developing	programs	 that	 limit	 segregation	of	 low-income	populations	 and	engaging	in	political	advocacy.		While	 improving	 federal	 programs	 is	 critically	 important,	 food	 banks	 will	remain	 a	 fundamental	 part	 of	 hunger	 response	 for	 years	 to	 come.	 Today’s	 political	climate	 is	not	conducive	 to	expanding	 food	stamp	benefits,	unemployment	benefits,	disability	 and	 housing	 benefits,	 guaranteed	 universal	 healthcare	 or	 raising	 the	minimum	 wage.	 President-Elect	 Donald	 Trump’s	 victory	 in	 the	 2016	 presidential	election	 reinforces	 a	 clear	 popular	 sentiment	 against	 increasing	 social	 spending.	Although	 neither	 candidate	 specifically	 took	 a	 stance	 on	 hunger	 in	 the	 debates,	Trump’s	proposed	plan	will	address	poverty	by	creating	incentives	for	people	to	work,	implying	(and	almost	specifically	stating)	that	individuals	must	be	employed	to	obtain	SNAP,	 welfare	 and	 other	 assistance	 –	 never	 mind	 that	 in	 many	 cases	 wages	 and	
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	 Understanding	 the	 development	 of	 anti-hunger	 programs	 requires	 first	understanding	 the	 definition	 of	 food	 insecurity	 and	 how	 it	 is	 measured.	 A	 basic	measure	of	United	States	food	insecurity	is	necessary	to	grasp	the	extent	to	which	food	insecurity	exists	and	develop	strategies	that	address	it.	After	laying	out	the	definition	and	measures	of	food	insecurity,	this	chapter	discusses	various	government	programs	that	address	food	insecurity,	including	SNAP,	WIC,	school	meals,	emergency	food	and	commodity	 programs.	 Chapter	One	 clearly	 points	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 despite	 increased	access	to	SNAP	benefits,	individuals	in	the	United	States	continue	to	rely	heavily	on	the	charitable	food	system.		
HOW	GOVERNMENT	DEFINES	HUNGER	







the	program	as	one	of	the	most	valuable	weapons	in	the	war	against	poverty.	“[It]	gives	financially	strapped	households	more	purchasing	power	so	they	can	buy	enough	food	to	 eat	 balanced	meals	 throughout	 the	month.”27	 Despite	 Johnson’s	 high	 praise,	 the	program	initially	was	quite	limited.	Eligible	clients	had	to	purchase	stamps	that	could	be	used	to	obtain	designated	food	items	from	retailers.	In	1965,	the	Food	Stamp	Act	appropriated	$100	million	to	560,000	individuals.28	Over	the	years,	reformers	fought	to	expand	food	stamps	into	an	entitlement	program	whereby	eligible	clients	receive	funds	that	can	be	used	in	stores	via	an	EBT	card.	By	2015,	SNAP	funding	grew	to	nearly	1,000	times	the	1965	level	and	served	75	times	more	people.		
MEASURING	FOOD	INSECURITY	 	















While	 the	Meal	 Gap	makes	 hunger	more	 tangible,	 the	measurement	 fails	 to	address	 an	 important	 distinction.	 Phrasing	 of	 budget	 shortfall	 questions	 leaves	 it	ambiguous	whether	shortfalls	are	calculated	before	or	after	charitable	food	is	accessed	(if	it	is	accessed).	Assuming	some	individuals	include	charitable	food	in	their	shortfall	calculations	and	some	do	not,	a	question	remains:	to	what	extent	are	food	pantries	and	soup	kitchens	satisfying	 the	needs	of	 food	 insecure	 individuals?	This	 is	a	question	 I	originally	 sought	 to	 answer	 in	 this	 thesis;	 however,	 as	 I	 learned	 more	 about	 the	complex	grassroots	nature	of	hunger	response,	I	have	been	forced	to	accept	that	such	questions	are	nearly	impossible	to	assess	analytically,	though	municipalities	across	the	country	are	working	toward	an	estimate.	Despite	the	ambiguities	in	Meal	Gap	numbers,	my	hope	is	that	anti-hunger	organizations	and	community	leaders	will	become	more	adept	at	using	Meal	Gap	estimates	to	assess	how	well	organizations	are	meeting	the	needs	 of	 the	 communities	 in	 which	 they	 operate.	 Once	 this	 analysis	 is	 available,	government	 and	 non-profit	 organizations	will	 be	 able	 to	 adapt	 programs	 to	 better	serve	individuals	within	their	geographic	reach.		
FOOD	BANK	CLIENT	DEMOGRAPHICS		















Another	challenge	for	building	robust	food	security	programs	and	the	ability	to	measure	 their	 effectiveness	 is	 the	 interconnectedness	 of	 hunger	with	 the	 economy,	unemployment,	 underemployment	 and	 low	 wages.	 Changing	 economic	 conditions	greatly	impact	the	demographics	and	rates	of	food	insecure	people.	Devising	adequate	anti-hunger	programs	requires	taking	note	of	these	important	factors.			




























































































































Feeding	America	Clients SNAP	Participation Total	Food	Insecure Food	Insecurity	Rate
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tests.61	When	 considering	 cost	 of	 living	 and	 the	 financial	 burden	 of	 even	 common	illnesses	 –	 let	 alone	 more	 severe	 medical	 conditions,	 utilities,	 etc.	 –	 the	 eligibility	threshold	 is	 unreasonably	 low,	 excluding	 many	 individuals	 who	 are,	 in	 fact,	 food	insecure.	 And	 while	 the	 ineligibility	 threshold	 is	 already	 unrealistically	 low,	 when	adding	 the	 rising	 cost	 of	 college	 education,	 necessary	 to	 secure	 jobs	 that	 enable	individuals	to	break	the	cycle	of	poverty,	families	who	are	barely	scraping	by	yet	trying	to	prepare	for	the	future	are	further	penalized.	The	following	table	shows	wage	levels	for	SNAP	eligibility,	effective	October	1,	2016	through	September	30,	2017:	










1 $1,287 $990 $194
2 1,736 1,335 357
3 2,184 1,860 511
4 2,633 2,025 649
5 3,081 2,370 771
6 3,530 2,715 925
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		 A	food	bank	is	a	not-for-profit	organization	that	collects	food	to	store	and	later	distribute	to	a	network	of	grassroots	organizations	(shelters,	pantries,	kitchens,	etc.)	working	 on	 the	 front	 lines	 to	 feed	 food	 insecure	 individuals	 in	 the	 communities	 in	which	they	operate.	Although	the	visible	aspects	of	food	banks	are	community	canned	food	drives,	the	majority	of	their	food	comes	from	government	commodity	programs,	procurement	grants	and	food	companies	that	have	excess	food	which	would	otherwise	be	thrown	away.	In	exchange	for	their	donation,	in	addition	to	avoiding	waste	costs,	these	businesses	receive	a	tax	benefit	from	the	government.	This	chapter	examines	the	transformation	of	 food	banking	 from	a	single	operation	out	of	Arizona	to	a	national	network	feeding	millions	of	people	and	distributing	billions	of	pounds	of	food.		
HISTORY	OF	FOOD	BANKS	








responsible	for	delivering	3.3	billion	pounds	of	food	annually,	an	amount	nearly	11,000	times	greater	than	in	1965	when	the	first	food	bank	was	created	in	Phoenix,	Arizona.82			 The	movement	began	when	John	van	Hengel,	a	soup	kitchen	volunteer,	began	soliciting	donations	 from	grocery	stores	and	 local	 farms.	 	He	received	products	that	were	edible,	but	either	damaged	or	approaching	their	expiration	date.	Before	long,	his	efforts	spawned	more	food	than	a	single	soup	kitchen	could	handle.	Thus,	van	Hengel	set	 up	 a	warehouse	 to	 store	 donated	 food	 that	 would	 eventually	 be	 distributed	 to	charities	throughout	Phoenix.	In	1975,	the	federal	government	recognized	the	merits	of	van	Hengel’s	organization	and	provided	him	a	grant	to	help	start	similar	operations	throughout	the	nation.	By	1977,	 food	banks	had	been	established	in	18	cities.83	The	movement	was	 facilitated	 by	 the	 1976	 Tax	 Reform	Act,	which	 provided	 a	 financial	incentive	 to	 companies	 that	 donate	 to	 food	banks.	 In	 1979,	 van	Hengel	 established	Second	Harvest,	which	later	changed	its	name	to	‘Feeding	America’	to	better	reflect	the	organization’s	mission.84		
EVOLUTION	OF	FOOD	BANKS	













effectively	serve	their	clients.	Instead	of	using	firsthand	knowledge	of	their	community	to	pick	food	that	would	best	serve	the	community’s	needs	depending	on	what	is	already	available	locally	(e.g.	a	Florida	food	bank	would	not	want	to	receive	a	truckload	of	citrus	from	 Feeding	 America),	 food	 banks	 relied	 on	 the	 umbrella	 organization	 to	 make	allotments.	This	decreased	the	amount	of	food	Feeding	America	was	able	to	distribute,	in	addition	to	requiring	food	banks	to	spend	more	time	sourcing	alternate	donations.		In	 2005,	 30	 years	 after	 its	 conception,	 Feeding	 America	 adopted	 a	 “choice	method”	 of	 food	 allocation	 for	 its	 member	 food	 banks	 that	 allows	 food	 banks	 to	compete	for	the	products	they	want	via	online,	non-cash	bidding.	In	this	system,	food	banks	in	the	Feeding	America	network	are	allotted	a	certain	number	of	“shares”	each	morning	based	on	poverty	and	population.	Banks	can	either	use	or	save	their	shares	to	bid	on	food	posted	twice	daily.	If	a	food	bank	spends	its	shares	to	purchase	food,	the	next	day	those	shares	are	redistributed	amongst	all	member	food	banks	according	to	a	set	formula.	This	process	keeps	a	constant	number	of	points	in	the	system	that	member	food	banks	can	use	to	bid	on	food	sourced	by	Feeding	America.	To	ensure	small	food	banks	are	able	to	compete	with	large	food	banks,	they	(1)	get	larger	lines	of	credit,	(2)	can	band	together	with	other	small	food	banks	to	bid	as	a	group	and	share	a	truckload,	and	(3)	can	ask	Feeding	America	to	handle	their	bidding	if	there	is	not	someone	who	can	be	devoted	to	it.	While	food	banks	lose	more	often	than	they	win,	operators	are	more	satisfied	with	this	system,	created	by	University	of	Chicago	Graduate	School	of	Business	 faculty.	 John	 Arnold	 of	 Second	 Harvest	 Gleaners	 Food	 Bank	 in	 Michigan	shared	that,	 “deciding	which	products	to	bid	on	 isn’t	easy,	but	we	know	our	service	area	better	 than	anyone	else,	 and	we	know	what	kind	of	niche	 each	product	might	
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serve.”88	Another	benefit	of	the	newer	system	is	that	it	allows	food	banks	to	share	their	surplus	(i.e.	potatoes	in	Idaho)	with	other	food	banks	around	the	country.	Food	banks	can	put	excess	items	on	the	auction	block,	and	upon	“sale,”	the	selling	organization	gets	90%	of	the	shares	used	to	purchase	the	food,	with	10%	going	back	to	Feeding	America	to	be	redistributed	amongst	all	member	food	banks	the	following	morning.	However,	many	organizations	instead	offer	their	excess	food	to	neighboring	food	banks,	free	of	cost.	Regardless	of	whether	excess	food	is	formally	placed	on	the	market,	the	choice	system	 has	 substantially	 increased	 the	 efficiency	 of	 Feeding	 America’s	 business	operations.		
EVIDENCE	OF	SHIFTING	PRIORITIES	









































food	 distributed	 by	 Feeding	 America	 was	 classified	 as	 nutritious	 –	 i.e.	 Food	 to	Encourage.	This	amount,	while	increasing,	still	fluctuates	based	on	donations	and	food	recovery.	In	some	years,	food	retailers	may	have	large	surpluses	of	“nutritious”	foods,	and	 in	 other	 years,	 surplus	 levels	 may	 either	 be	 generally	 lower	 or	 contain	 a	 less	healthy	 food	 mix.	 Despite	 dependency	 on	 donations	 and	 recovered	 food,	 Feeding	America’s	 tracking	of	 the	proportion	of	healthy	 food	distributed	demonstrates	 their	awareness	and	commitment	to	improve.	The	graph	below	shows	the	growth	in	pounds	of	food	distributed	alongside	the	percent	of	nutritious	food:	
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bulk	at	reasonable	prices,	making	food	purchases	an	efficient	and	effective	way	to	get	the	right	food	to	communities.	Glenn	Bergman,	Executive	Director	of	Philabundance,	reinforced	this	point,	sharing	that	monetary	donations	are	the	ideal	form	of	donation.	For	example,	with	a	monetary	donation,	Philabundance	has	access	to	food	auctions	in	which	 they	 can	 purchase	 potatoes	 for	 $0.06	 per	 pound.98	 Because	 Philabundance	makes	the	purchase	directly,	it	comes	in	one	truck	and	does	not	require	volunteers	to	sort.	This	efficiency	decreases	both	administrative	costs	and	the	time	it	takes	for	food	to	 leave	 the	warehouse.	 The	 following	 graph	 shows	 the	 proportion	 and	 number	 of	meals	Feeding	America	provided	through	their	various	procurement	channels:	
















































































		 America’s	hunger	epidemic	is	especially	prevalent	in	Philadelphia,	the	poorest	among	America’s	 ten	 largest	cities.100	Whereas	many	cities	have	one	central	hunger	response	 organization,	 Philadelphia	 houses	 two:	 SHARE	 (Self-Help	 and	 Resource	Exchange)	 and	 Philabundance.	 SHARE	 takes	 the	 lead	 on	 distributing	 government	provided	 commodity	 and	 wholesale	 foods;	 Philabundance	 partners	 with	 Feeding	America	as	well	as	recovers	 local	 food	industry	surplus.	The	case	study	that	follows	analyzes	 the	 operations	 of	 SHARE	 and	 Philabundance	 and	 their	 interactions	 with	programs.	 Trends	 that	 emerge	 demonstrate	 how	 broad	 themes	 in	 the	 evolution	 of	America’s	hunger	response	have	played	out	in	one	of	the	nation’s	hungriest	cities.		
HUNGER	IN	PHILADELPHIA	







	 	 	 -Steveanna	Wynn,	SHARE	Food	Program	
	 45	








	 In	Philadelphia,	the	primary	charitable	response	to	increasing	levels	of	need	has	been	the	growth	of	two	major	public/private	anti-hunger	organizations:	SHARE	and	Philabundance.	Although	SHARE	and	Philabundance	operate	alongside	each	other	to	provide	 for	 the	 network	 of	 soup	 kitchens	 and	 food	 pantries	 in	 Philadelphia,	 key	philosophical	 distinctions	 differentiate	 the	 organizations.	 SHARE’s	 philosophy	emphasizes	 maximizing	 awareness	 and	 putting	 passion	 and	 humanity	 into	 food	distribution,	engaging	both	volunteers	and	clients	in	the	process.	Those	who	receive	food	 from	 SHARE	 must	 complete	 “good	 deed”	 hours	 within	 SHARE	 or	 the	 larger	Philadelphia	community.	Philabundance’s	philosophy	 is	 centered	upon	 logistics	and	efficiency:	feeding	the	greatest	number	of	people	at	the	lowest	cost	possible	with	the	majority	 of	 operations	 carried	 out	 by	 staff	 rather	 than	 volunteers.	 While	 this	philosophy	is	inherently	more	automated,	staff	can	get	the	job	done	more	efficiently	and	on	a	larger	scale	than	would	volunteers.		Each	approach	has	merit.	SHARE’s	emphasis	on	involving	more	people	in	anti-hunger	 work	 engages	 the	 food	 insecure	 as	 partners,	 raises	 awareness	 (critical	 for	building	political	support	and	fund	raising)	and	establishes	a	grassroots	community	presence.	 The	 focus	 on	 efficiency	 and	 scale	 at	 Philabundance	 uses	 staff	 to	 expand	operations	and	raises	awareness	through	public	relations	and	media	campaigns,	“but	
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	These	 programs	 demonstrate	 that	 Philabundance	 has	 taken	 critiques	 of	 the	charitable	food	system	to	heart	and	is	trying	to	reinvent	its	approach	to	better	serve	today’s	food	insecure	population.	As	noted	above,	Bergman	hopes	to	see	fewer	small	food	 pantries	 as	 individuals	 who	 run	 them,	 often	 times	 elderly,	 become	 unable	 to	continue	operations.	Rather	than	replacing	these	individuals,	he	looks	forward	to	food	distribution	being	consolidated	into	neighborhood	hubs	where	there	is	more	capacity	to	address	poverty	at	its	root,	including	employment,	health	and	educational	programs	that	 help	 get	 clients	 back	 on	 their	 feet.	 These	 hubs	would	 also	 help	 to	 address	 the	challenges	inherent	in	having	hundreds	of	small	organizations	by	standardizing	food	distribution,	 increasing	 tracking	 accuracy	 and	providing	 a	 range	of	 services	 to	help	clients	get	back	on	their	feet.	As	a	step	towards	connecting	food	distribution	with	job	training	 and	 employment,	 Philabundance	 runs	 Philabundance	 Community	 Kitchen	(PCK),	 which	 provides	 both	 occupational	 training	 and	 prepared	 meals	 for	 food	insecure	individuals	within	its	geographic	reach.		 Philabundance,	which	primarily	 serves	pantries,	 kitchens	 and	 shelters,	 has	 a	logistically	complex	operation	due	to	the	many	source	streams	from	which	it	obtains	food.	Food	recovery,	especially	for	perishables,	requires	not	only	maintaining	strong	relationships	with	corporate	donors,	but	also	having	the	agility	to	retrieve,	process	and	distribute	food	within	short	timeframes.	Sourcing	food	purchases	similarly	requires	a	significant	 time	 investment.	 Staff	 must	 know	 when	 and	 where	 to	 look	 for	 quality	products	at	bargain	prices,	and	often	must	participate	in	auctions	for	these	items.	The	large	number	of	personnel	required	to	maintain	Philabundance’s	10	source	streams	
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	 Having	two	large	hunger	response	organizations	(SHARE	and	Philabundance)	in	Philadelphia	has	been	both	a	blessing	and	a	curse.	The	two	organizations	each	have	a	range	of	programs	that	reflect	their	different	philosophies;	however,	when	there	are	different	sources	of	food	and	low	levels	of	collaboration,	food	may	not	be	distributed	as	efficiently	as	possible.	If	agencies	receive	food	from	both	organizations,	that	requires	two	sets	of	deliveries	to	the	same	location.	While	both	SHARE	and	Philabundance	work	to	address	hunger	and	focus	on	healthy	food,	their	conflicting	operational	styles	have	created	tensions	that,	at	times,	have	made	it	difficult	for	the	two	organizations	to	work	together.	 Despite	 these	 challenges,	 however,	 recent	 developments	 within	Philadelphia’s	charitable	hunger	response	landscape	indicate	that	collaboration	is	on	the	 rise.	 The	 organizations	 are	 increasingly	 coordinating	 efforts	 to	 improve	 the	efficiency	of	hunger	response,	hunger	reporting	and	political	advocacy.	Another	theme	in	Philadelphia’s	hunger	response	is	an	increasing	emphasis	on	social	 enterprise,	 which	 both	 SHARE	 and	 Philabundance	 are	 exploring	 within	 the	context	of	their	different	models.	In	Philadelphia,	social	enterprise	has	taken	two	main	forms.	 The	 first	 is	 exemplified	 by	 SHARE’s	 Food	 Package	 Program,	 which	 utilizes	partnerships	to	meet	people	where	they	are,	be	it	in	schools,	the	workforce,	medical	settings	or	community	centers.	Through	partnerships,	anti-hunger	organizations	can	deliver	food	for	host	sites	to	distribute	in	a	convenient,	non-stigmatized	manner.	This	
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The	not-for-profit	grocery	store	model	makes	acquiring	food	a	one-stop	endeavor	for	families	 strapped	 for	 both	money	 and	 time.	 Not-for-profit	 grocery	 stores	 can	 be	 a	highly	effective	model	in	areas	with	a	high	enough	concentration	of	low-income	people	where	for-profit	stores	cannot	operate	profitably.		 Proponents	of	social	enterprise	models	argue	that	the	 ideal	 food	distribution	system	for	the	poor	functions	similarly	to	food	distribution	for	affluent	people,	except	that	 social	 enterprises	 titrate	 prices	 to	 the	 point	where	 food	 is	 affordable	 for	 food	insecure	shoppers.	A	new	restaurant	model	has	emerged	that	similarly	titrates	prices	so	that	food	insecure	individuals	can	eat	in	mainstream	channels.	One	in	Philadelphia,	opened	in	Fall	2016,	is	called	EAT	(Everyone	at	the	Table).	EAT’s	mission	is	to	provide	fresh,	nutritious	meals	to	anyone	who	walks	through	the	door.	At	the	end	of	the	meal,	each	person	receives	a	check	with	a	suggested	price	of	$12;	however,	this	price	is	truly	a	suggestion.	These	restaurants	are	meant	to	be	self-sustaining	and	seek	to	locate	in	areas	where	some	patrons	are	able	to	pay	more	than	the	suggested	price	in	order	to	compensate	for	those	who	pay	less	or	nothing	at	all.	Social	enterprise	alone	cannot	solve	the	problem	of	hunger	and	food	insecurity.	First,	people	must	have	access	to	either	public	benefits	or	some	level	of	cash	as	well	as	the	proper	equipment	to	prepare	food	in	their	kitchens.	Second,	in	cities	where	the	cost	of	 living	 is	 high,	 higher	wages,	 housing	 subsidies	 and	 expanded	 SNAP	 benefits	 are	necessary	 to	 enable	 people	 to	 purchase	 and	 prepare	 adequate	 amounts	 of	 healthy	foods.	The	two	systems	(SNAP	and	social	enterprise)	have	the	potential	to	work	hand	in	hand	by	making	SNAP	benefits	stretch	father	to	meet	household	food	needs.	
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	 	 	 -Amy	Laboy,	Greater	Chicago	Food	Depository	
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Insufficiency.	 “The	 quality,	 quantity	 and	 appropriateness	 of	 the	 food”	 pose	 a	problem	in	emergency	food	distribution.169	When	food	banks	were	originally	founded,	food	was	distributed	on	a	first	come,	first	serve	basis,	and	the	food	banks	had	little	to	no	say	over	what	food	they	distributed.	The	new	choice	system	of	food	acquisition	by	food	banks	from	Feeding	America,	as	well	as	the	fact	that	many	food	banks	purchase	food	 through	 their	own	channels	means	 that	 food	banks	have	more	autonomy	over	what	food	is	distributed	to	their	network	of	food	pantries	and	soup	kitchens.	However,	increased	control	over	the	appropriateness	of	food	does	not	negate	for	food	banks	the	important	tradeoff	between	the	quality	and	quantity	of	food	purchased.	Sufficiency	of	healthy	foods	remains	a	challenge	for	the	charitable	food	system	to	overcome.		





















rather	than	requiring	food	insecure	individuals	to	go	to	a	soup	kitchen	each	night	for	a	meal.	 In	 addition,	 “pay	 what	 you	 can”	 cafes	 have	 emerged	 that	 serve	 individually	prepared	 meals	 for	 which	 customers	 contribute	 what	 they	 are	 able.	 Lastly,	 choice	inherent	 in	 social	 enterprise	 models	 are	 making	 the	 charitable	 food	 system	increasingly	similar	to	the	mainstream	system.	A	key	improvement	will	be	when	stores	like	Fare	and	Square	provide	prepared	take-home	meals	 in	addition	to	produce	and	shelf-safe	 food,	which	 acknowledges	 that	 food	 insecure	 individuals,	 like	 others,	 are	busy	and	may	not	have	time	to	prepare	their	own	meals	each	day.				 Overall,	 today’s	private/public	hunger	 response	system	based	on	 food	banks	and	a	wide	network	of	 food	and	 feeding	programs	has	 evolved	 to	 address	many	of	Poppendieck	and	Berg’s	critiques.	While	the	system	may	not	be	ideal,	it	segregates	and	stigmatizes	 food	aid	 to	a	 lesser	extent	 than	when	 the	system	was	 first	 created.	And	although	 the	 traditional	 soup	 kitchen	 model	 will	 remain	 necessary	 for	 individuals	without	a	home	or	kitchen,	the	future	of	hunger	response	seems	to	include	increasing	the	number	of	strategically	located	food	pantries	(and	anti-poverty	service	offerings	within	those	pantries),	social	enterprise	and	a	greater	focus	on	food	recovery.		
FUTURE	OF	THE	5%	
I	argue	that	secondary	markets,	a	form	of	social	enterprise,	represent	a	large	area	of	growth	and	will	increase	purchasing	power	for	food	insecure	individuals.	For	example,	 slightly	defective	produce,	which	currently	goes	 to	 food	banks	or	 landfills,	may	 have	 a	 place	 in	 the	 mainstream	 system.	 Brands	 like	 Imperfect	 Produce	 have	created	a	market	for	“ugly”	fruits	and	vegetables	wherein	this	second	tier	produce	is	
	 75	






eligible	foods	can	schedule	a	pickup.179	This	type	of	app	addresses	a	challenge	faced	by	foodbanks	whereby	small	donations	are	expensive,	unreliable	and	inefficient.	If	a	food	bank	is	able	to	educate	local	business	about	a	software,	coordinate	drivers	and	routes	and	direct	donations,	an	app	like	Food	Connect	can	be	scaled	to	organize	recovery	of	multiple	small	batches	of	food	along	the	same	route.		It	 is	 clear	 that	 federal	programs	have	previously	 and	will	 continue	 to	be	 the	primary	and	most	efficient	hunger	safety	net.	Federal	nutrition	programs	provide	95%	of	all	food	assistance	in	the	United	States.180	The	charitable	network	is	not	a	substitute	for	adequate	government	provision	of	aid,	but	 it	 is	a	necessary	supplement	that	has	grown	and	evolved	to	meet	community	needs.	The	distribution	networks	food	banks	have	established	to	support	individual	feeding	programs	are	engrained	in	communities	and	serve	a	necessary	purpose	in	society.	While	charitable	food	organizations	may	only	represent	5%	of	all	food	assistance	in	the	United	States,	it	is	a	critical	5%	and	one	that	has	great	potential	for	growth	in	the	near	future.		
THE	RISE	AND	EVOLUTION	OF	UNITED	STATES	HUNGER	RESPONSE		
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